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BAR CASE #2000-0244

City Council
February 24, 2001

ISSUE: Appeal of a decision of the Board of Architectural Review, Old and Historic
Alexandria District, denying a request for approval of new replacement
windows at 216 South Washington Street

APPLICANT AND
APPELLANT: Downtown Baptist Church by M. Catharine Puskar, Attorney
LOCATION: 216 South Washington Street

ZONE: CD\Commercial
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Background:
216 South Washington Street is the Education Building for the Downtown Baptist Church and was

constructed in 1937.

In this application the Board was asked to approve vinyl replacement windows on the second and
third levels on the rear of the Education Building of the Downtown Baptist Church. The Board
initially heard this application on November 1, 2000 and deferred it for restudy in order to have the
applicant explore additional options for replacement windows. The Board again considered the
application on November 16, 2000 and requested additional information on the method of
installation and examples of where similar windows had been installed so that the members could
view the new windows in place. Finally, on December 6, 2000 the Board again considered the
matter and denied the installation of the vinyl replacement windows.

The Board denied the application because (1) vinyl windows were not appropriate on an early 20%
century building; and, (2) there are other types of windows such as metal that would be appropriate
on the building. (see B.A.R. Minutes at Attachment 1).

The Board’s denial of the application was appealed to Council by the applicant. The appeal was
filed in a timely manner.

B.A f Position B B

B.A.R. Staff recommended approval of the application because this was a 20™ century institutional
building and because of the minimal visibility of the rear of the building from Duke Street. Staff
also noted that the Board had approved vinyl replacement windows on other 20® century commercial
buildings on Washington Street (Attachment 2)

1 il Action rnatives:
Council may uphold or overturn the decision of the B.A.R., using the criteria for approval of a
Certificate of Appropriates in §10-105(A)(2) Zoning Ordinance (Attachment 3). City Council may
also remand the project to the Board with instructions to consider alternatives.

Attachments:

Attachment 1: Minutes of BAR Meeting,

Attachment 2: B.A.R. Staff Reports,

Attachment 3 §10-105(A)(2): Criteria to be considered for a Certificate of Appropriateness
Attachment 4: Photographs of the rear of 216 South Washington Street

STAFF: Eileen Fogarty, Director, Department of Planning and Zoning; Peter H. Smith,
Principal Staff, Boards of Architectural Review.
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REPORT ATTACHMENTS
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ATTACHMENT 1

MINUTES OF B.AR. PUBLIC HEARING, DECEMBER 6, 2000

E BAR-2000-0244
Request for approval of new replacement windows at 216 South Washington Street, zoned CD

Commercial.
APPLICANT: Downtown Baptist Church

BOARD ACTION: Denied, 5-2.
MOTION: To deny the application.

MAKER: Mr. Wheeler
SECOND: Dr. Fitzgerald

PEA : Don Taylor, Downtown Baptist Church
Brian Whitehouse, The Hodges Company
Jon Wilbor, representing the Old Town Civic Association

NQTES: Mr. Taylor outlined the proposal.

Mr. Whitehouse passed around photographs of buildings where the vinyl window packages had been
installed to show the Board the changes in the solid to void relationship as a result of the new
window installation. He also said that he had provided Staff with a number of addresses in the
Alexandria area where this type of window had been installed so that members could visit these sites.
He said about 2" - 1" of the vinyl frame would be visible on the existing wood frames.

Mr. Wilbor said that OTCA was concerned about the solid to void relationship that would be
changed as a result of the new windows and that they would defer to the Board on this issue, but that
otherwise the OTCA supported the installation of vinyl windows on the second and third floors of
this building.

Mr. Smeallie said that this seemed to be a major change for the OTCA and asked if OTCA supported
the installation of vinyl windows on this building.

Mr. Wilbor responded that yes OTCA supported the vinyl windows primarily because they were
proposed for the second and third floors.
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Mr. Taylor said that the church would prefer the installation of the B.F. Rich windows over the
Napco product.

Mr. Wheeler said he was opposed to vinyl windows on this building. He said a 1" liner would be
required on the inside of the brick mould. He said that considering the age of the building that metal
windows would be more appropriate. He also noted that this building was in the center of the
historic district.

Dr. Fitzgerald said he had struggled with this application. He said he understood the position of the
church. However, he said that if the wood trim would be exposed and would still require painting
then that obviated the maintenance argument that was being made on behalf of the vinyl windows,
He also noted that Home Depot sells paint just for vinyl windows because they require painting after
a certain exposure to the weather. He said he agreed with Mr. Wheeler that the vinyl windows would
change the profile or the existing windows. He said that this building would not have had vinyl
windows when it was constructed because the product did not exist. He concluded that he could not
support the application.

Mr. Wheeler then made a motion to deny the application.

Dr. Fitzgerald seconded the motion which passed on a vote of 5-2 (Chairman Hulfish and Mr.
Keleher were opposed).



BAR STAFF REPORTS, DECEMBER 6, 2000

ISSUE: Window replacement
APPLICANT: Downtown Baptist Church
LOCATION: 216 South Washington Street
ZONE: CD/Commercial Downtown

BAR CASE #2000-0244

ATTACHMENT 2

Docket Item #8
BAR CASE #2000-0244

BAR Meeting
December 6, 2000
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of either one of the two alternative window products proposed by the
applicant.

CHRONQLOGY::
November 15, 2000: Deferred for restudy.

November 1, 2000: Deferred for restudy.
DI ION:

Update:

At the last public hearing on November 1, 2000, the Board deferred this application for restudy

and suggested that the applicant look at other window products that were more historically

appropriate. The applicant has met with Staff and is now proposing two alternatives:

1. Vinyl Napco windows with no muntins in a one-over-one pattern. This is the same
window type as proposed at the last public hearing, but with no interior muntins; or,

2. Vinyl B.F. Rich Company windows with simulated divided lights which are glued

permanently to the windows.

The Hodges Company, the installer of the proposed windows, has provided a list of sites in
Alexandria where they have installed these products. Staff has created a map showing these
locations and urges members to view the products as installed to form a judgement about the
appropriateness of the proposed window types.

At the last public hearing, the Board was concerned that the jamb packs that would be used in the
installation of the new windows would alter the solid to void ratio for the window and frame.
The applicant agreed to provide the Board a model so that the potential change in the solid to
void ratio could be adequately addressed.

Staff has no additional information and here repeats the Staff report from November 15, 2000.

licant’ iption ing:
“Changing second and third floor windows on the sides and rear of the building. Please see
attached for scope of work for Downtown Baptist Church and pictures of the location.”

Lssue:

The applicant is requesting approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the replacement of 35
windows on the rear (east) and side (south) of the building at 216 South Washington Street. The
current windows are double hung true divided light wood windows. They are proposed to be
replaced with double hung insulated viny! windows and the applicant has provided two
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alternatives described above.

History and Analysis:
216 South Washington Street is the Education Building for the Downtown Baptist Church and
was constructed in 1937.

Staff is sympathetic to the needs of the church to significantly upgrade the thermal value of the
windows on this building and staff is cognizant of the fact that the windows have limited
visibility from a major public right-of-way. The Design Guidelines cite vinyl windows as a
“Discouraged” type of window. The alley behind the building is a public alley to the point
where this building begins and, thus, the vinyl windows would be visible to anyone walking
down the alley.

Staff has researched Board approval of vinyl and clad windows in the last few years and
determined that the Board has approved the installation of clad windows on commercial and
institutional buildings and additions in the recent past. For example, the Board approved the
installation of vinyl windows for the 1987 office building at 1429 Duke Strect (BAR Case #95-
21, 3/1/95); aluminum clad wood windows for the addition to the Kate Waller Barret public
library (717 Queen Street, BAR Case #93-68, 7/21/93); the renovation and addition to the
convent at St. Mary's School (923 South Royal Street, BAR Case #94-101, 7/20/94); the 1960
commercial building at 400 North Washington Street in 1996 (BAR Case #96-0054, 3/20/96)
where the Board approved the identical style windows requested in this application; and the 1962
commercial building at 300 North Washington Street in 1997 when the Board also approved
vinyl windows with internal muntins. In 1998 the Board approved fiberglass windows with
internal grids above the first floor at the 1964 commercial office building at 201 North
Washington Street (BAR Case #98-0085, 6/17/98).

Based upon these past approvals, the fact that this is a 20™ century commercial building, and the
minimal visibility of the rear of the building from Duke Street, Staff has no objection to either of
the window types proposed by the applicant.
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CITY DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Legend:  C - code requirement R - recommendation S - suggestion F - finding

QOQQ E!lfQI'QQmQILII

No comments were received from this agency.

Historic Alexandria:

I'am concerned about vinyl windows and would want to be sure that the public view/access is
indeed extremely limited. This is a major project and I would not want to set a precedent when
other owners are required to use wood.
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ATTACHMENT 3

10-105 Matters to be considered in approving certificates and
permits,
(A) Certificate of appropriateness

(2) Standards. Subject to the provisions of section 10-105(A)(1) above, the Old
and Historic Alexandria district board of architectural review or the city council
on appeal shall consider the following features and factors in passing upon the
appropriateness of the proposed construction, reconstruction, alteration or
restoration of buildings or structures:

(a) Overall architectural design, form, style and structure including, but not
limited to, the height, mass and scale of buildings and structures;

(b) Architectural details including, but not limited to, original materials
and methods of construction, the pattern, design and style of fenestration,
ornamentation, lighting, signage and like decorative or functional fixtures
of buildings or structures; the degree to which the distinguishing original
qualities or character of a building, structure or site (including historic
materials) are retained;

(c) Design and arrangement of buildings and structures on the site; and the
impact upon the historic setting, streetscape or environs;

(d) Texture, material and color, and the extent to which any new
architectural features are historically appropriate to the existing structure
and adjacent existing structures;

() The relation of the features in sections 10-105(A)}2)(a) through (d) to
similar features of the preexisting building or structure, if any, and to
buildings and structures in the immediate surroundings;

(f) The extent to which the building or structure would be harmonious
with or incongruous to the old and historic aspect of the George Washing-

ton Memorial Parkway;

(g) The extent to which the building or structure will preserve or protect
historic places and areas of historic interest in the city:

10
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(h) The extent to which the building or structure will preserve the
memorial character of the George Washington Memorial Parkway;

(i) The extent to which the building or structure will promote the general
welfare of the city and all citizens by the preservation and protection of
historic interest in the city and the memorial character of the George
Washington Memorial Parkway; and

() The extent to which such preservation and protection will promote the
general welfare by maintaining and increasing real estate values,
generating business, creating new positions, attracting tourists, students,
writers, historians, artists and artisans, attracting new residents,
encouraging study and interest in American history, stimulating interest
and study in architecture and design, educating citizens in American
culture and heritage and making the city a more attractive and desirable
place in which to live.

11
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WALSH, COLUCCIL STACKHOUSE, EMRICH & LUBELEY
A PRoFESSIONAL CORPORATION
ATTORNEYS AT LAW PRINGE WILLIAM OFFICE
. COURTHOUSE PLAZA, THINTEENTH FLOOR VILLAGE SQUARE
M. Catharine Puskar 2200 CLARENDON BOULEVARD m&o”nﬁé’&”ﬁfawmf Bl i
(703) 528-4700 x13 AALNGTON. VIRGINIA 22201 -3358 (708) Ga0-A864
mepus@wcesel.com (709) 528-4700 METRO (703) 804847
FACSIMILE (708) 525-3197 FACSIMILE (705) 890-2412
WEBSITE htip/Awvww. woanl_aom AANASSAS OF
MANASSAS OFFICE
February 23, 2001 A SOAS, VARGIIA 20110.5198
{703) 330-7400
WMETRO {703) 803-7474
FACSIMILE (703) 330-7430
. . LOUDOUN OFFICE
vig Ia mule 4 E. MARKET STREET. THIRD FLODR
LEEABURG. VIRGINIA 20176-3014
) 7AT-36583
The Honorable Kerry J. Donley, Mayor FACSWILE (703) 7370852

and Members of City Council
301 King Street

Room 2300 City Hall
Alcxandria, VA 22314

Re: Docket Iterm Number 9
BAR Case No. 2000-0244

Dear Mr. Mayor and Members of City Council:

[ am in receipt of Mr. Ablard’s lctter to the Council on behalf of the Historic Alexandria

Foundation (“HAF”) and believe that there has been some miscomumunication between HAF and
my client, Downtown Baptist Church. As such, I would like to request a deferral of this item to
the March 17, 2001 public hearing, to provide us additional time to meet with HAF and to take
advantage of its offer to provide the consultation services of Richard Bierce to determine if there
is an alternative that is acceptable to both parties.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Very iruly yours,

WALSH, COLUCCI, STACKHOUSE, EMRICH & LUBELEY, P.C

I Catharmns Eligtas

M. Catharinc Puskar

MCP:jms

ce:

Mr. Joln Studds

Mr. Charles D. Ablard
Martin D. Walsh

Nan E. Terpak

JFNDOWNTOWN BAPTIST\Donlcy lwr.dec
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RECORD QF APPEAL
FROM A DECISION OF THE BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW
RECEIVED
Date Appeal Filed With City Clerk:, 220/ %° CITY CLERK'S OFFICE
B.A.R. Case #_2000-0244 - DEC 2 0 2000
Address of Project:__216 South Washington Street
% DRIA, VIRGINIA

Appellant is: (Check One) | A

27 h
B.A.R. Applicant — by M. Catharine Puskar, Attornef/%%ag

[] Other Party. Staic Relationship .

Downtown Baptist Church, by M. Catharine Puskar, Attorney/Agent

¢/o Walsh, Colucci, Stackhouse, Emrich & Lubeley

2200 Clarendon Blvd., lsth IFloor-
Arlington, VA _22201

Address of Appcllany;

Telephone Number:_{703) 528-4700

State Basis of Appeal;__F1ease see attached.

Auach addidonal sheets, il necessary.

A Board of Architectural Review decision may be appealed 1o City Council either by the B.AR.

applicant or by 25 or more owners of real estate within the effected diswict who oppo
the Board af Archirectural Review. Sample petition on rear.

se the degision of

All appeals must be filed wirth the City Clerk on or before 14 days aficr the decision of the B.AR.

All appeals require a $50 filing fee.

[f an appeal is filed, the decision of the Board of Architectural Review is Stayed pending T ity

Council decision on the mauer. The decision of City Council is final subject to the” i Q) N

Sections 10-107, 10-207 or 10-309 of the Zoning Ordinance. p % ‘ \
. feld) etc

" [~
Signature of the Appellant [Lj 0[[’ 2;”’50
i
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Attachment
BASIS OF APPEAL

The Applicant, Downtown Baptist Church, hereby appeals the decision of the
Board of Architectural Review (the “Board™) denying a Certificate of Appropriateness
for the replacement of 35 windows on the rear (east) and side (south) of the building
Jocated at 216 South Washington Street. The Apphicant submits that the proposed
replacement windows satisfy the standards for approval as set out in Zoning Ordinance

Section 10-105 (A)(2).

In the way of background, the Downtown Baptist Church submitted an
application (“"Case BAR 2000-0244" or the “Application™) to request Board approval of
the replacement of second and third floor wooden windows, which are deteriorated. The
cumrent condition of the windows is unattractive and poses a hazard as panes of glass
have fallen from the rotten muntins. The windows are located a mipimum of 12 ft. to 14
ft_ from the ground on the education building and can barely be scen from the public right
of way. In fact, they would only be visible to an individual who looks up toward the
windows as they walk down the dead end alley adjacent to the building. The Applicant’s

proposed replacement windows are vinyl.

SO A W G R TR

The Applicant attended three public hearings before the Board of Architectural
Review. At both the November 1 and November 15, 2000 hearings, the Application was
deferred for a restudy of the replacement windows. At the first bearing, concems were
raised tegarding the authenticity of vinyl windows in this building and whether wooden
or clad windows would be more appropriate. At the second hearing, the Applicant
provided two alternative vinyl window types that more closely mirrored the existing
wooden windows. At that hearing, questions were raised regarding the width of the
window jambs and also whether there was any precedent for approval of such windows
by the Board. At the December 6, 2000 hearing, the Applicant noted that only ¥z to 1
inch of the vinyl frame would be visible on the existing wood frames, which would
remain in place. As such, the solid to void relationship, which had been questioned 1n the
earlier hearing, would not be significantly altered. In addition, Staff provided the Board
with a list of properties where vinyl and clad windows had been approved by the Board.
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The Applicant submits that the proposed vinyl replacement windows are
appropriate for this building for the following reasons:

TR AR g

=
«
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1. The buildingis a 20" century commercial building {(copstructed in 193 7
and the subject windows are located on building frontages with minimal

visibility from the public right of way;

2. The replacement windows are the same architectural character and
! design as the existing wooden windows and would not have a negative
/ impact on the area. In fact, installation of the vipyl windows, as
opposed to clad or wooden windows, would retain the cxisting exterior
wood frames, which are in good condition;
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3. There is precedent for approval of such window types by the Board, as
stated in the Staff report;

4. Wooden or clad windows are substantially more expensive in terms of
installment and maintenance costs. As such, funds that would be much
better utilized in furtherance of the Church’s charitable missions within
the City of Alexandria will have to be redirected to meet the Board’s
desire for authenticity on this minor issue. This creates 2 substantial
burden on the ability of the Downtown Baptist Church to fulfill its
mission; and

5. The Application has the support of Staff and the Old Town Civic
Association.

For the above-stated reasons, we respectfully request that you overturn the

Board of Architectural Review’s denial of Case BAR 2000-0244.

KAMcpusiDownmmwn Baplist Appeal dos

@oo4



Action Docket for Regular Public Hearing Page 2 of 5

BOARD ACTION: Approved on the Consent Calendar.

5. CASE BAR2000-257
Request for approval of entrance alterations at 310 Princess Street, zoned CD
Commercial.

BOARD ACTION: Approved on the Consent Calendar.

6. CASE BAR2000-258

Request for approval of a garden wall at 629 South Fairfax Street, zoned RM
Residential.

APPLICANT: Joanne Newton

BOARD ACTION: Approved on the Consent Calendar.

END CONSENT CALENDAR
DISCUSSION ITEMS

3. CASE BAR2000-253

Request for approval of signage at 106 South Columbus Street, zoned CL Commercial.
APPLICANT: Kymberly Messersmith

BOARD ACTION: Deferred, 7-0.

7. CASE BAR2000-262

Request for approval of a replacement window at 800 South Lee Street, zoned RM
Residential.

APPLICANT: R.B. Adams

BOARD ACTION: Deferred because of lack of public notice.

8. CASE BAR-2000-0244

Request for approval of new replacement windows at 216 South Washington Street,
zoned CD Commercial.

APPLICANT: Downtown Baptist Church

BOARD ACTION: Denied, 5-2.

9. CASE BAR2000-234

Request for approval of a fence at 802 Green Street, zoned RM Residential.
APPLICANT: Michael McCredie

BOARD ACTION: Deferred for restudy, 7-0.

10. CASE BAR2000-268

Request for approval of exterior stair addition capsulation at 517 South Washington
Street, zoned CL. Commercial.

APPLICANT: Pierson & Burnett, LLP

BOARD ACTION: Deferred for restudy, 7-0.

11. CASE BAR2000-256
Request for approval of exterior stair addition and entrance ramp at 517 South

http://207.192.134.164/pz/_be0j7k.../b043233 874ac6e8d852569af0050344€?OpenDocumen  12/20/2000



EXHIBIT NO. L}

Historic Alexandria Foundation

Post Office Box 19252 Alexandria, Virginia 22320

(703) 549-5811

Dear Mr. Mayor and Members of City Council:

Re:  Docket No. 2000-0244 Downtown Baptist Church- Vinyl
Windows

The Historic Alexandria Foundation has been concerned about the above
Docket item, an appeal from the Board of Architecture Review decision denying
the Downtown Baptist Church permission to install vinyl windows in the top two
floors of their education wing at 212 South Washington Street.

When the BAR denied the application, we offered to provide the church,
at our expense, consultation services of Richard Bierce, AIA, to determine if the
present windows could be restored and to assess comparative costs.
Communications between our board and the church officials were not effective
and on February 20, in the last conversation with the minister, we were advised
that they were committed to appealing to you, but if denied they would consider
our offer.

We asked Mr. Bierce, who, as you know, has done work for the City and
HAF on many preservation projects including Gadsby’s Tavern, Lloyd House and
the Alexandria Academy, to prepare an analysis for your use in determining this
appeal. This report is attached and speaks for itself.

We believe that with his help the church can adopt a preservation
alternative that would produce a good result for all concerned. Thus, we hope the
Council will affirm the BAR and give the consultation process a chance to work.

Chair, Advocacy Committee



C. RICHARD BIERCE, AIA

Historical Architect & Preservation Consultant
121 South Royal Street, Alexandria, Virginia 22314
703-836-9085  fax: 703-836-9107 email:crbierce@acl.com

MEMORANDTUM:

TO: Board of Directors

Historic Alexandria Foundation
DATE: February 22, 2001
RE: BAR Case #2000-0244

Proposed Replacement Vinyl Windows
216 S. Washington St. (Downtown Baptist Church)

At the request of Charles Ablard, I made a field visit to examine the windows scheduled for
replacement and to evaluate the questions pertaining to visibility of the building from a public
area. Herewith, my observations.

A. Visibility: As illustrated in the attached photos, the south wall of the building is visible
from Duke St., and the east wall from St. Asaph St. Both photos were taken
in the public right of way. The alley is a public space and would permit a
closer view and examination of the windows in situ.

B. Condition of Existing Sash: The case records do not indicate the age of the existing sash
but it is possible, even likely, that some or most of the existing wood sash is
contemporary with the date of construction for the building. Examination of
the sash from grade, using binoculars, revealed some loss of paint and
glazing, (one pane had been replaced with plywood) but in no instance was
evidence of structural failure of the sash, or of serious material deterioration
visible from the grade level vantage point. _

The case records do not reveal whether or not the Church explored an
option to rehabilitate the sash and to install either an interior or exterior storm
sash to improve thermal performance of the window.

From available evidence, it is my opinion that this could be a viable
option, and one which preserves fabric which may be original to the building.

Ll

C. Guidelines: The BAR Guidelines explicitly identify vinyl replacement windows as
"discouraged window types" and it further stated that the BAR generally does
not approve wholesale replacement of existing historic windows.

In approving replacement sash, the key criteria should be the degree
to which the new sash replicate detail and character of the existing. The
existing wood sash in single openings are 6/6 pane configuration; the paired
sash in double openings (separated by the wide center mullion) are uniformly
4/4 sash configuration, not a common juxtaposition, and one which gives a
modicum of interest to these otherwise modest elevations.



E. Character:

Metal windows (casement or double hung) are cited as a compatible
alternative for buildings of this age, but in the absence of any evidence to
support that possibility, wood should be the recommended replacement
material of any approved replacements.

Precedent: The BAR acted in this instance to deny viny! replacements, consistent

with the Guidelines. The Case Record cites other instances in which vinyl
replacement windows have been approved by the BAR, but did not describe
any mitigating circumstances or other application of review criteria which may
have justified those approvals.

In the absence of such mitigating factors, or the presentation of
criteria which may justify a decision contrary to the Guidelines, it is
inappropriate in my opinion to cite other cases as the sole reason to justify
approval in this case.

If the Council should see fit to support the BAR decision to deny vinyl, it is
important to reiterate the point that any replacement sash should replicate the
detail and character of the existing sash to the greatest degree possible, and
that it is the responsibility of the applicant to provide documentation to
substantiate that provision.

By the same token, if the Council should choose to permit vinyl sash
for the replacements, the detail and character should be replicated to the
greatest degree possible in the non-traditional materials. The Case record did
not contain any visual representation of the proposed new sash, but the written
descriptions include an option with no pane divisions , and one with glued on
muntins. In my opinion, neither of these proposals is faithful to the character
and detail of the existing, true divided light wood sash.



PHOTO # 1: South wall of 216 S. Washington Street;
(taken from Duke St.)

PHOTO # 2: East wall of 216 S. Washington St.
(taken from S. St. Asaph St.)
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Kerry J. Donley Beverly |. Jett, CMC
Mayor City Clerk and
_ Clerk of Council
Williarm C. Cleveland beverly jett @ ¢i.alexandria.va.us
Vice Mayor

(703) 838-4550
Members of Councit Fax: (703) 838-6433
Claire M. Eberwein
William D, Euille
Redella S. Pepper

David G. Speck
Joyce Woodson February 1, 2001

M. Catharine Puskar, Esquire

Walsh, Colucci, Stackhouse, Emrich & Lubeley
2200 Clarendon Boulevard, 13" Floor
Arlington, VA 22201

Dear Ms. Puskar:
RE: BAR APPEAL - #2000-0244 — 216 SOUTH WASHINGTON STREET
The above appeal will be scheduled for public heal;ing before City Council at
its Public Hearing Meeting to be held on Saturday, February 24, 2001, at 9:30 a.m. in
Room 2400, Council Chamber, City Hall, 301 King Street, Alexand'ria, Virginia.
You may call my office on Friday, February 16, 2001, to see where itis placed
on the docket. Enclosed is a speaker's form to be completed by you and given to

the City Clerk prior to the items being read.

If you have any questions or if | can be of any further assistance, please feel
free to contact me.

Sincerely,

Beverly |. Jett, CMC
City Clerk and Clerk of Council

cc:  Eileen Fogarty, Director of Planning and Zoning
Peter Smith, Board of Architectural Review Staff

" Home Down of Goonge Whaskhi and Robert & Loe"
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON AN APPEAL OF A DECISION OF THE BOARD OF
ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW, OLD AND HISTCORIC ALEXANDRIA DISTRICT, DENYING
A REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF NEW REPLACEMENT WINDOWS AT 216 SOUTH
WASHINGTON STREET, ZONED CD COMMERCIAL. [CASE BAR-2000-0244]

A Public Hearing will be held by the City Council of the City
of Alexandria, Virginia, in the Council Chamber of the City of
Alexandria, on Saturday, February 24, 2001, at 9:30 a.m., or an
adjournment thereof, at which time an appeal of a decision of the
Board of Architectural Review, 0ld and Historic Alexandria
District, on December 6, 2000, denying a request for approval of
new replacement windcws at 216 South Washington Street, =zoned CD
Commercial, will be heard. APPLICANT: Downtown Baptist Church by M.
Catharine Puskar, Attorney.

This appeal is being heard pursuant to Section 10~-107(A) (1) of
the Zoning Ordinance for the 0l1d and Historic Alexandria District
of the City of Alexandria.

Beverly I. Jett, CMC, City Clerk

To be published in the:

Alexandria Journal on Thursday, February 1, 2001, and
Alexandria Gazette Packet on Thursday, February 1, 2001.




